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REMARKS 

Favombk reconsidemtion of this application is rcspcclTulIy requested in view of tlic 
claim amendments and following remarks. 

By virtue of ttic amendments above. Claims M and 7-19 have been amended. 
Further, Claims 5 and 6 have been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer of the subject 
mailer contained therein. Accordingly, Claims 1-4 and 7-19 arc pending in the present 
appiicattont of which Claims \, X 9, ]2-14» 16, and 17 arc independent. 

No new matter has been introduced by way of the claim amendments; entry thereof is 
therefore respectfully requested* 

. . The indication dial the dnswings filed on May 7, 2004 Imve been accepted Is notc^ 

with appreciation. 

Claim ReiecTionsjindef^SJU.S.C.^IO.i 

A claim that recites a specific electronic structunil element which imparts a physical 
organization on Information tbac is stored In memoiy is a claim that recites functionally- 
descriptive suituiory subject matter. See In re Lowry> 32 FJd, 1579, 1583-84 (Fed. Cir, 
1994). 

Claims 16 and 17 

Claims 16 and J7 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 101 because the claimed 
inycntjon is allegedly directed to tion-statutory subject matter* 
Claim 16, as amended, recites, inter alien 
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A computer readable storage medium on which is stored a data 
stnictare used io display, on a terniinal apparatus, a written estimate of a 
Sfystem in which a plurality of components arc combined based on (a) 
component diagram data^ used to draw a drawing, stored on a component 
diagram database and (b) price data having price information of the 
respective components stored on a component arrangement Information and 
estimate information database, the data structure being In a computer and 
compri^ng: 

drawing information of the system which has been used to generate a 
bitmap object based on (c) component arrangement information for the 
configuration of the components on the dmwing and (d) the component 
diagram data stored on the component diagram database; 

cost estimate information of the system which has been generated 
based on said component conlignration and said price data stored on the 
component arrangement mfonnation and estimate InformaUon database... 

Further, Claim )7» as amended, recites, inter alia: 

A computer readable storage medium on which is stored a data 
structure used to display a written estimate of a system on a terminal 
apparatus* said data structure being in a computer and comprising: 

drawing information of the system including a bitmap object 
comprising a component configuration based on component diagram data, 
price data, and component arrangement information; wherein a component 
diagram database stores (1) said component diagram data... stores (2) said 
price data, and (3) said component arrangement information... 

east estimate information of the «system including costs of said 
component configuration and said price data. 



Although the Official Action asserts on page 1 that the claimed data structure ''docs 
not define ... a physical or logical relationship among data olcments,"^ the assertion Is only 
conclusoty as the Ofl!cial Action, does not discuss any of the claimed features. The 
Applicants believe that eacli claim docs recite a logical relationship between claimed data 
elements* For instance* each claim includes the feature ''data structure'* and therefore each 
claim perse recites a ^specific electronic structural clement.'' Second, each claim recites that 
the features that ^'component diagram data'' and "component arrangement information" arc 
stored in mcmoiy (i.e., a database); therefore each claim recites 'information that is stored in 
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memoiy.** Third* each claim ""imparts a physical organization on informaiion stored in 
memory'' because, for instance, each claim includes the feature that a •*bittnap" is based on 
^'component diagram data"* and ''price data'* stored in memory* For at least these reasons^ the 
Applicants respectftiUy submit that claims 16 and 17 recite functional descriptive material. 
See Uwrv at 1583-84, 

In addition, MPEP §21 06.01, Rev. 6, SepL 2007 (Manual of Patent Examination 
Procedure), discusses when a data structure is statutory* MPEP §2106.01 explicitly defines 
the term "^data structure** as being per se functionally-descriptive, ^ data structure is a 
physical or logical relationship among data elements , . . (Original punctuation omitted, 
emphasis added.) Id. Moreover, MPEP §2106,01 provides, **when functional description 
material is recorded on some computer readable medium, it becomes stnictumlly and 
functionally interrelated to the medium and will be statutory ... Id. Also, a claim to a 
"specific data suructure stored in memory [is to be] held statutory."* Id., citing In rts 
Warmerdam, 33 F.3d 1354, 1360-61 (Fed. Cir. 1994). 

Based at least upon the discussion above, a data structure is statutoiy when it is stored 
on memory. Therefore, although the OlScial Action suggests on page 1 that a claim which 
does not explicitly recite cxccuuible instructions is pet se nonstatutory, the Applicants 
respectfully submit that it would be in error to maintain such a position due to Hie foregoing 
reasons. 

Accordingly^ the Applicants submit that Claims 16 and 17 arc directed to statutory 
subject matter and therefore the Examiner is respectfully requested to withdraw the rejection 
of independent Claims 16 and 17. 
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Claim Reiectinn Under 35 US^a SW3 

The test for determining if a claim is rendered obvious by one or more references for 

purposes of a rejection under 35 U.S.C» § 1 03 Is set forth in KSR International Co. v, Ttsleflex 

Tnc^ 550 as*^ 82 U$PQ2d 1385 (2007): 

Under §103, tlie scope and content of the prior art are to be determined; 
diffciences between the prior art and tlic claims at issue are lo be asccrlttincd; 
and the level of ordinaty skill in the pertinent art resolved* Against this 
background the obviousness or nonobviousncss of the subject matter is 
dclcrmmcd* Such sccondaiy considemtions as commercial success, long ielt 
but unsolved needs, failure of others^ etc, might be udlized to give light to 
the circumstances surrounding the origm of the subject maner sought to be 
patented.^ Quoting Graham v, John Deere Co, of Kcmsa» City* 383 U.S. 1 
(1966). 

As set forth In MPEP § 2143.03, Rev. 6, ScpL 2007, to ascertain any diflbrcnccs 

between the prior art and the claims at issue» "[all] claim limitations must be considered'- 

because ""all ivords in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability of that claim 

against the prior arL'' Sec Tn re Wilson. 424 F^d 1382, 1385 (CCPA 1970). According to the 

Examination Cuidclincs for Determining Obviousness Under 35 U.S-C § 103" in view of 

KSR Tntcmational Co. v. Teleflex Tnc» found at Federal Register, Vol, 72, No. 19S, 57526, 

5,7529 (October 10, 2007), once the Graham fiictual mquWes arc resolved, there must be a 

determination of whether the claimed invention would have been obvious to one of ordinary 

skill in the art based on any one of the fbltowing proper rationales: 

(A) Combining prior art elements according to known methods to yield 
predictable results; (B) Simple substitution of one known element for another 
to obtain prcdicmlslc results; (C) Use of known technique to improve similar 
deviees (methods, or pnoducts) in the same vmy; (D) Applying a known 
technique to a known device (method, or product) ready for improvement to 
yield predictable results; (E) "Obvious to tty"— choosing from a Cnilc 
number of identifiei predictable solutions, with a reasonable expectation of 
success; (F) Known work in one Held of endeavor may prompt vanations of it 
for use in either the same field or a diflerent one based on design incentives or 
other market forces if the variations would have been prcdicUible to one of 
ordinaiy skill in the art; CC) Some teaching, suggestion, or motivation In the 
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prior art that would have led one of ordinary skill to modiiy the prior art 
reference or to combine prior art reference teachings to arrive at the claimed 
invention. ASK tntemationat Co, v. Telcflex //ic, 550 U.S,_, 82 USPQ2d 
1385(2007)* 

Furthermore, as set forth in KSll lntemational Co. v> Tclcflcx Inc., quoting from ln_re_Kahri, 
441 F-3d 977, 988 (Fed, Cir. 2006), "rejections on obviousness grounds cannot be sustained 
by mere conclusoiy statementEi; instead, there must bo some articulated reasonings with some 
lational underpinning to support the legal conclusion of obviousness." 

Therefore^ if the abovc-ldcntiCed criteria and rationales arc not met, then the cited 
reierence(s) fail to render obvious the claimed invention and» thus, the claimed invention is 
distinguishable over the cited referenccCs). 

Claim 1 

Independent Claim I has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0172003 to Molbrook et al. 
in view of U.S. Patent 6,882,980 to Schuller, and Official Notice, This rejection is 
respectfully traversed for at least the following reasons. 

Independent Claim I of the present invention, as amended, pertains to a system for 
drawing a system having a ^plurality of components/ The system for drawing includes a 
^merchandise information provider terminal/ a ^component arrangement information and 
estimate inTonnaUon database* on which is stored ^component arrangement information/ a 
physically separate 'component diagram database* on which is stored a ^drawtng-fbnctlon 
component diagram/ a 'database server/ and a *web and application server/ Furthermore, 
independent Claim 1 has been amended to include that the claimed 'component arrangement 
information* comprises ^^coordinates of a component of the plurality of components, the si^e 
and scale of the components of the drawing, an image irame, and a dimensional line.** 
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Support can be found in the originally filed dependent Claim 6 and In paragraph [0023] of the 

published Specification. Similarly, independent Claim 1 has been amended such that the 

"drawing-function-component diagram* comprises an "^arrangement of components, drawing 

of dimension tines, and [an] armngcmcnit of image frames in the drawing.^ Support can be 

found, for instance, in paragraphs [0050], [005 1], and [0058] of the published Specification. 

By having sepamte databases for die 'drawing-functional component diagram* and the 

^component arrangement information,' separate ^program portions' having 'data about 

components within a drawing* are separated irom 'other portions of the program.* As 

discussed in paragraph [0020] of the published Specification, the separation of *program 

pordons* in this manner generally t^cduces program changes caused by changes in the 

component data" and Improves cost efHciency, In addition, separation of the 'program 

portions' enables the use of relatively less expensive PC servers as opposed to high-end 

servers equipped with high^'Speed processors when the 'program portions' ore combined* 

* 

With reference now to Holbrook et al., there Is disclosed a mecliod and a ffystem for 
designing a configuration of furniture through use of a computer sofhvare tool that includes a 
single database only, database 106. The database 106 includes a description, price, technical 
specification, etc«, for the modular furniture components! See, e.g^ paragraph [OOOS] of the 
Holbrbok et a], disclosure. Database to6 stores pre-formcd giaphlcal images of modular 
furniture. The user may click and drag these pre-formcd graphical images to make a custom 
configuration of furniture. The tool also provides users widi the abithy to design a 
configuration of furniture and the tool automatically provides a report that includes die total 
cost, a parts list, an order form, etc, from the design. [00 OS] As shown in Figure 1 of 
Holbrook et al., only a single server 104 is configured to perform tbc functions of tlic above- 
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discussied tool and to access the sole database 106 in performing those functions. As such, 
Holbrook ct al specifically only discloses a single server 104 and a single database 106. 
Essentiolly, the Holbrook ct al. system of clicking and dragging pre-drawn graphics is prior 
art or ihat which Applicants discuss in paragraph ]|00Q7] of their printed publication* 

The OfHcial Action acknowledges that Holbrook et al. fails to disclose a ^database 
server' distinct Irom a 'web and application server/ such that the 'web and application server 
^receives 'component ammgement information* corresponding to a received condition from 
the ^database senrer/ In addition^ the Of^cial Action acknowledges that Holbrook ct al. &ils 
to disclose storing the ^drawing-functional diagram^ in a physically separate ^component 
diagram database/ In an effort to partially moke up for this deficient in Holbrook ct al^ the ; 
OfScia) Action uikcs OJEcial Notice timt database servers arc known, and that Holbrook et uK 
discloses, in paragraph 29 that %i]hc invention can also be practiced in distributed cotnputing 
environments." Tht C^ciai Action then asserts that Schuller makes up for the remaining 
deficient by its general disclosure in column 6« lines I6*<23 of the use of dedicated database 
servers. Based upon these assertions, the Official Action concludes tliat it would have been 
obvious to include a database server in Holbrook et al* to reject Claim L 

The Onicial Nodcc is traversed. In addition, the proposed modification would sdll 
fail to disclose the present invention as claimed in independent Claim 1* More particularly, 
for instance, the proposed modification would still fail to disclose storing the •^component 
arrangement information' in a physically sepamte database from the *drawing«f\tnctional 
component diagram.* 

Further, the Holbrook ct al. disclosure of using a distributed computing environment 
is little to nothing more than teaching that the World Wide Web may be used to implement 
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the Invention of Holbrook ct al. However, the Official Action has failed to establish that 
luting server J 04 and database 106 on the World Wide Web would yield the present Invention 
of independent Claitd 1 , 

Also clear is that Holbrook et ol. teaches away Horn the present invention* For 
instance, the proposed combination does not yield the storage of various parts of a drawing 
(i.e., ^component arrangement information' and ^drawing^^functionai component diagram*) in 
physically separate databases. Rather, Holbrook et aU teaclics storing the entirety of each 
previously drawn furniture item in the same location to accomplish the feature of clicking and 
dragging previously drawn items to configure a custom office. The 0£Qciai Action has 
tboroforo Jiiiled to demonstrate that the proposed modification of Holbrook et ol. would 
provide separately storing 'component anrangement information* Ecom the claimed ^drawing- 
furtctional diagram.' In addition, the OfBcial Action has failed to csuiblish that modifying 
Holbrook et aL (to Include the features of independent Claim 1) would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art 

With further reference to Schuller, the Official Action asserts that it is well known for 
database systems to be implemented by a number of physically separate dambase systems as 
taught by Schuller (column 6, lines 16-23). The Official Action then asserts that it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to store the 'drawing«functional 
component diagram' in a ^component diagram dauibasc' so that the 'drawing-functional 
component diagram* is stored in a physical ly*separate database from the ^component 
arrangement information* for the obvious advantage of storing'data conveniently to where it 
is created or obtained, for keeping data securely in the possession of its owners, or a simply a 
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valid design choice among sevcml. The Applicants nsspectfiitly submit that the OfFicml 
Action is in error for at least the following reasons- 

The Official Action intcqsrcts independent Claim I to encompass a scope in which 
the 'component arrangement InTormation' and ^drawing-funedonal component diagram* are 
created or obtained at diilercm locations* However, the specification at pomgraph [0019] 
discloses: 

In accordance with one aspect of the present invention . » ♦ » component 
arrangement information [is] supplied * by the merchandise information 
provider terminal [and] the drawing-flinctional component diagram [i$] 
entered via the merchandise information provider tcrminaK 

Therefore, the Applicants* Specification discloses that the ^component arrangement 

information* and the *dmwing-functional diagram* are obtained at the same location - the 

location of the merchant terminal. First, it appears that the merchant creates the 'component 

ammgement intbnnationV and ^drawing-fimetional component diagram' pcnaining to the 

merchant Paragraph [0019]* Next, it appears that the merchant - an exiemal entity - (sec, 

e.g.^ paragraph [OOSOj and Table 1) provides ^"thc ^component arrangement information* and 

'drawing-functional eomponem diagram* to the internal entity. Third, it appears lhat the 

internal entity stores the ^component arrangement information' and 'drawlng-ftinctional 

component diagram^ in physically separate locations* For these reasons, it appears that the 

Specification discloses that the claimed ^component arrangement information' and *^drawing- 

function component diagnun' are: (1) not created separately; (2) not obtained separately; and, 

(4) not stored with the owner not stored with die merchants) Therefore/ the Official 

Action assierts motives that require interpretations of 'component arrangement information- 

and 'dmwing«fiinctional component diagram' which are in contradiction with the Applicants* 

Specification, Because, however, MPEP §2111, Rev 6> SepL 2007 requires that a clahn 
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interpretation must be consistent with its Specification, it is clear tliat tliesie particutar motives 
arc unavailing. 

The OiSeial Action also asserts that it would have been a ^va]id design choice among 

several' to store the 'component arrangement information' and die ^drawing-funcUon 

component diagram' in physically separate locations. This motive is invalid. Proper 

rationales for determining obviousness are set forth as Items (A)-(G) in the above discussion 

of KSlL_TntemBttonal Co, v. Tcleflex Inc . A **valid design choice among sevemr is not 

necessarily one of these rzitionales. Further, the OfTieial Action lliiled to articulate a 

predicmblc solution, a design incentive, a market force, some work in another field of 

endeavor^ a teaching, a suggestion, or any other motive that would yield the present 

invention* Instead, the only articulated basis for obviousness is to store data where it is 
* 

created together, obtained together, and/or despite being kept not in possession of the owncn 
For at least these reasons, the articulated motive of 'design choice among several' is an 
Invalid choice among several. 

Accordingly, the proposed modiXication of Holbrook et al,, based on Schuller and the 
Oificiai Notice, fails to yield all of the features of independent Claim 1; therefore, a prima 
facie case of obviousness has not been established under 35 U*S*C § 103. The Examiner is 
therefore respccttully requested to withdraw the rejection of Independent Claim 1 and to 
allow the claim. 

Claims 2-8, 12, 14, 15, and 18 

Claim 2-8, 12, 14, 15, and 18 have been rejeacd under 35 aS*C, § 103(a) as 
allegedly being unpatentable over UJS. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0172003 to 
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Molbrook ct aL in view of U.S. Patent 6,882,980 to Schuller* and the Microsoft Prc$$ 
Computer Dictionary. Tbi$ rejection is respectfully traversed For at least the following 
reasons. 

Independent Claim 2 of the present invention, as amended, pertains to a method of 
drawing of a system in which a 'plurality of components* are combined based on ^component 
diagram data' stored on o ^component diagram database* using a 'computer/ 'volatile 
memoiy/ and a 'processor/ In this method* 'component arrangement information* is 
received Ecom a '^component arrangement information and estimate in-Rtirmation database/ 
where the 'component diagram database' comprises a pbysieally separate database irom the 
'component armngement Information and estimate information database/ In addition^ ^a 
drawing object' of the system is generated by the "processor* as a 'bitmap object' and a 
stored in 'volatile memory/ Furthermore, independent Claim 2 has been anjended to include 
tliatthe 'component arfEuigcmcnt information' comprises "coordinates of a component of the 
plurality of components, the $u» and scale of the components of the drawing, an image 
iramc, and a dimensional hne/' Support can be found In the originally filed dependent Claim 
6 and in paragraph [0023] of the published Speciilcation. Similarly, independent Claim 2 has 
been amended such that the 'component diagram data* comprises an ^'arrangement of \ 
components, drawing of dimension lines, and [an] arrangement of image frames in the 
drawing^ Support can be found, for instance* in paragraphs [OOSOj, [0051]* and [00S8] of 
the published Specification. 

Independent Claim 12 pertains to a drawing of a system that is drawn by an operation 
similar to the method recited in independent Claim 2. 
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*Indq3cndcnt Claim 14 pertains to a 'computer program product stored on a 
*compuiiir risadablc storage medium* for etiabling a *compiJier* having a 'volatile memory* 
and a 'processor* to draw a drawing of a system in which a 'plurality of components' are 
combined with each other based on ^component diagram data* stored on a 'component 
diagram database/ The 'computer program product' is configured to cause a 'computer' to 
receive ^component arrangement Information' used to draw the drawing &om the 'component 
arraogcmcm information and estimate information dauibasc.' where the ^component diagram 
database* comprises a physically separate database from the 'component arrangement 
information and estimate information database/ In addition, the 'processor' of the 
'computer* produces a 'drawing object' of the 2fystem based on the received 'component 
arrangement information' and the 'component drawing data' as a 'bitmap object' and the *bit 
map object' is stored in the 'volatile memory.' Furthermore, independent Claim 14 has been 
amended to include that the ^component arrangement information' comprises "coordinates of 
a component of the plurality of components, the size and scale of the components of the 
drawings an image irame, and a dimensional line.'' Support can be found in the originally 
filed dependent Claim 6 and in paragraph [0023] of the published Specification, Similarly, 
Independent Claim 14 has been amended such that the 'component diagram data' comprises 
an ^^arrangement of components, drawing of dimension lines, and [an] arrangement of image 
frames in the drawing.'* Support can be found, for instance^ in paragraphs [OOSO], [ODSl], 
and [0058] of the published Specification, 

For reasons discussed already with respect to independent Claim 1, the proposed 
combination of Holbrook ct al. and SchuUer, feils to yield all of the claimed features. In 
addition, the OUicial Action relies merely upon the defim*tions of the terms *bit map' and 
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^volatile memory' us found in the Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary In an attempt to 
overcome these deficiencies* Therefore, the Official Action has not and cannot reasonably 
rely upon tbcsc dcflnitioos alone to make up for the deiicicacics in Holbrook ct al. and 
Schuller discussed above. As such, even assuming for the sake of argument that Holbrook et 
aK and Schuller could somehow be modified based upon these definitions, the proposed 
modification would stilt fail to yield the present invention as claimed in independent Claims 
2, 12>andl4» 

In addition, the Official Action suggests that it would be proper to rely on non-cited 
portions of die Microsoft Press Computer Dictioncuy and still assert the "^samc" grounds of 
rqection. This is improper. A new grounds of rejection is when the basic thrust of the 
rejection does not reitmin the some isuch that the Applicants have not been ^vcn a iiiir 
opportunity to react lo the rqecdon. Sec MPEP § 1207.03, citing In reKroniig. 539 F2d 
1300, 102-03 (CCPA 1976). 

The Official Action asserts further that independent Claim 12 '"would be unpatentable 
in any event, because system drawings are known, and the content of printed matter will not 
distinguish the claimed product from the prior art* Sec In te Ngai, 367 FJd 1336, 1339 (Fed. 
Gin 2004) CItalicsarc in the original). First, the features of die Applicants* claimed drawings 
appear not to be known for reasons discussed already* Second, it is noted that independent 
Claim 12 was not rejected under 35 USC § lOt . Third, Njgai is inapposite. In Ncai . the court 
held that printed matter must be considered when analyicing whether a claim (which recites 
prinusd matter) is patentable* Similar to Lowrv and Warmerdam. TSlRai actually stands for the . 
proposition that printed matter Is statutoiy subject matter when the printed matter Is 
functionally related to a substrate. Contrary to the OfHcial Action, Nca? suinds for the 
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proposition that printed matter atone may render a claim patentable. Printed matter may be 
: patented in two situations. Firsts printed matter may be patented when it i$ functionally-^ 
related to a substrate. Second, printed matter may be patented when claimed with otherwise 
patentable subject maner whether or not the printed matter i$ fimctionany-related to a 
substrate. Here, the Oflicial Action does not articulate a basis for alleging that the claimed 
drawings are not iiinctionalty-retated to a substrate. Moreover, the OHlciat Action is 
unaviuiing: it fails to establish a prima facie case of obvious for other-wise patentable subject 
matter. In any events it appears that the Applicants* drawings arc functionally related to at 
least the volatile memory In which they arc stored. Furthermore, it appears tliat the 
Applicants* drawings arc functionally related \o the (stored) data that is used as the basis for 
drawing die drawings; Again, please, see MPBP § 21 06,01 , Rev. 6, Sept 2007. 

In addition, Ngai is distinguishable, . In Ncni. the patent Applicants had already 
obtained a patent claiming an RNA kit with instructions. Later, the Patentees filed another 
patent application ttiat claimed the same kit with different instrucdons. The different 
instructions, however, merely accompanied the kit Citins In re Gulock. 703» F-3d 1381, 
1386 (Fed. Cir. 1983), die court applied the applicable principle, ''[the] critical question [was] 
whether there [existed] any new and unobvious functional relationship between the printed 
matter and the [already patented] substrate." The court held that the diflfcrcnt instructions 
were not functionally related to tlic kit (substrate). The Patentees were not entitled to a 
second patent Unlike Ngai, the Official Action docs not ideniiJy a patent in which 
Applicants' invention is already covered. 

Also, dependent Claims 3, 7, 12, 15, and 18 would not have been obvious at least by 
virtue of the fact that they depend upon non*obvious independent claims. 
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Accordingly^ the praposed modification of Molbrook et nU bosed upon the cited- 
portions of the Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary and Schutler, fiuls to yield all of the 
features of independent Claims 2, 12, and 14; therefore, a/^r/mci^c/if case of obviousness has 
not been established under 35 l)^.C, § 103. The Examiner is therefore respectfully reque^ned 
to withdraw the rejection of Claims 2, 3, 7. 12, 14, 15, and 18 and to allow these claims. 

Dependent Claim 4 has been rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Molbrook et al» Schu1ier» and the Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary, as 
applied to dependent Claim 3, and further in view of an Official Notice. Dependent Claim 4 
is clearly non-obvious at least by virtue of the fact that it depends upon non-obvious claims* 
as demonstrated above. In addition, the OXBcial Nodce is traversed. It would not have been 
obvious to transmit the particularly claimed bitmap by streaming. 

Accordingly, the proposed modification of Holbrook et aK, based on Schuller, cited- 
portions of the Microsoft Press Computer Dietionaiy, and the Official Notice, fails to yield all 
of the features of dependent Claim 4; therefore, u prima facie case of obviousness has not 
been established under 35 UJS.C. § 103. The Examiner is therefore respectfully requested to 
withdraw the rejection of dependent Claim 4 and to allow this claim. 

Dependent Claim 8 has been rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Holbrook et al, Schuller, and the Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary, as 
applied to Independent Claim 2, and further in view of an OiTicial Notice. Dependent Claim 
8 is clearly non-obvious at least by virtue of the fact that it depends upon non-obvious claims 
for reasons already discussed* In addition, the OfGcial Notice Is traversed. It has not been 
obvious since the Renaissance lo display the particularly claimed drawings. 
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Accordingly, the proposed modincaiion of Molbrook et aL, bused on Scbullcr, ihc 
Microsoft Press Computer Dictionajy, and tlie Official Notice, fails to yield all of the fcaturej; 
dependent Claim 8; therefore» a prima facie case of obvioLL*iness has not been estabh'shed 
under 35 U.$.C. § 103. The Examiner is therefore respectfully requested to withdraw the 
rejection of dependent Claim 8 and to allow this clahn. 

Claims 9-11, 13, 16, 17, and 19 

Claims 9, 10, 13, 16, 17, and 19 Ivive been rejected under 35 § 103(a) as 

allegedly being unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2Q03/0172003 lo 
Holbrook et aL in view of U*S« Patent 6,882^980 to Schutler, and rciied upon portions of the 
Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary. This rejection is respectfiilly traversed for at least the 
following reasons* 

Independent Claim 9 of (he present invention, as amended^ pertains to a method of 
ibrmfng a ^written estimate' of a s^cm in which a 'plurality of components* are combined 
based on 'component diagram data* stored on a ^component diagram database' and *pricc 
data' having ^price information* of the respective components stored on a ^'component 
airangcmcnt Information and estimate information database/ In the method, *^component 
arrangement information* and ^^pricc data* are received from a ^component armngement 
information and estimaie information database/ The 'component diagram database* 
comprises a physically separate database Irom the 'component arrangement information and 
estimate information database/ In addition, a ^dmwing object* of the sysunn is generated as 
u * bitmap object' based on the received 'component arrangement information' and the 
^component diagram data* and then the 'bitmap object* is stored in Wotatile memory/ 

28 



PAGE33/37'RCVDAT4/30I200812:20:41PM [Eastern Daylight T^^^^ 



HPR-30-e008(WED) MflNNfiVfl & KRNG 



(FflX)7038655150 



P. 034/037 



PATENT AttyDockelNo.: 200308756-02 

App.Scr.Ko.: 10/840,221 

Furthermore^ 'estimate information' is generated based on the 'received component 
arrangement Information' and the *pricc data/ Furthermore, independent Claim 9 has been 
amended to include that the claimed ^component arrongement information' comprises 
""coordinates of a component of tEic plurality of components* the size and scale of the 
components of the drawing, an image ihime, and a dimensional line.'" Support can be found 
in the oriBinatly filed dependent Claim 6 and in paragraph [0023] of the published 
Specification. Similarly, independent Claim 9 has been amended such that the 'drawing* 
function-component diagram' comprises an "arrangement of componcntst, drawing of 
dimension lines, and (an] arrangement of image frames in the drawing.'* Support can be 
found, for instance, in paragraphs {OOSO], [OOSl], and [00S8] of the published Specification* 

Independent Claim 13, as amended, pertains to a forming *wrincn estimate' of a 
system and a 'bitmap object^ similar the method recited in independent Claim 9* 

Independent Claim 16, as amended, pertains to a *computer readable storage medium' 
on which is stored a 'data structure* used to display a ^vritten estimate* of a system of a 
configuration which has been drawn. Tlie *data structure* includes 'drawing information' of 
the system used to generate a ^bitmap object' based on ^component arrangement information' 
and 'component diagram data' which has been stored on the 'component diagram database.* 
The 'data structure* also includes ^eost estimate information' of the j^stcm which has been 
generated based on the 'component arrangement information' and 'price data' which has 
been stored on the 'component arrangement information and estimate Information database,' 
where the' component arrangement information and estimate Information database' 
comprises a physically separate database from the 'component diagram database.* 
Furthermore, independent Claim 16 has been amended to include that the 'component 
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arranecmcnt mformatton' comprises "coordinates of a component of the plurality of 
components, the size and scale of the components of the drawine, an image frame, and a 
dimensional linc.^ Support can be found in the originally filed dependent Claim 6 and in 
pamgrnph [0023] of the published SpcciHcaiion. Similarly* independent Claim 16 has been 
amended such that the ^component diagram data* comprises an "arrangement of components, 
drawing of dimension lines, and (an) arrangement of hnage frames in the dmwing/' Support 
can be found, for instoncc, in paragraphs [OOSO], [0051], and [O0S8] of the published 
Specification. 

Independent Claim 17» as amended, pertains to a "computer readable storage medium* 
on which is stored a 'daia structure' used to display a 'written estimate' of a system on a 
•terminal apparatus,' said 'dam structure' being in a 'computer-' 'Drawing information' of 
the system includes a 'bitmap object,' a 'component configuration' which itself is based on 
'component diagram data,' 'price data,' and 'component arrangement information,' A 
'component diagram database' stores the 'component diagram data* and the 'component 
diagram data' comprises an 'arrangement of components,' a 'drawing of dimension lines,' 
and an 'arrangement of image irames.' The 'component arrangement information and 
estimate information database' stores the 'price data' and the 'component arrangement 
information/ Further, the 'component armngemeni information' comprises 'coordinates of a 
component of a drawing,' a 'si» and scale of a component,' an 'image frame,' and a 
'dimensional line.' In addition, the 'component diagram database' comprises a physically 
sepamte database from ihe 'component arrangement Information and estimate Information 
database.' Finally, 'cast estimate information' of the system includes 'costs' of die 
'component configuration' and the 'price data,' 
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For reasons discussed already with respect to Claim U the proposed modification of 
Holbrook et al.^ with Scbuilcr and ciicd-porlions of the Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary, 
docs not yield all of the claimed features. Jn addition, ffmi is both inapposite and 
distinBuishable, as also discussed above* For instance, the cl<umed written estimotc is clearly 
functionally-related to the volatile memory in which it is stored* Moreover^ the claimed 
written estimate is clearly fiincttonally-relatcd to the stored 'component diagram data* and 
stored ^ce data* bccawse ifac claimed written estimate is based on the stored ^component 
diagram data' and the stored 'price data/ 

Accordingly, the proposed modiiication of Holbrook ci al., based upon SchuUcr and 
the Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary, fails to yield all of the features of independent 
Claims 9, 13, 16, and 17; therefore^ n prima fmh case of obviousness has not been 
established under 35 U.S.C. § 103. The Examiner is therefore respectfully requested to 
witbdniw Lhengcctioa of Claims 9, 10» 13, 16, 17, and 19, and to allow these claims. 

Claim 1 1 has been rejected under 35 U*$.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0172003 to Holbrook ct al. in view of 
U.$. Patent 6,882,980 to Schuller, the Microsoft Press Computer Dictionary, and an OIEcial 
Notice, This rejection is respectfully tmvcnsed for at least the following reasons. Dependent 
Claim 1 1 is clearly non-obvious at least by virtue of depending on a non-obvious independent 
cl^m* In addition, the OHicial Notice is traversed* It is not well known to save the 
partlcularly-didmed information. Accordingly, the proposed modification of Holbrook ct ai^ 
based on Schullcrand the Micntjsoft 1*ress Computer Dictionajy, and the Oflicial Nodce, fails 
to yield all of die features dependent Claim 1 1 ; therefore, a prima faQi^ case of obviousness 
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has not been established under 35 § 103. The Examiner is therefore rcspeccfblly 

requested to withdraw the rgcction of dependent Claim 1 1 and to allow this claim. 



In light of the foregoing^ withdrawal of the rejections of record and allowance of this 
applicaUon are earnestly solicited^ 

Should the Examiner believe that a telephone conference with the undersigned would 
assist in resolving any issues pertaining to the allowability of the above-identified 
application* please contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 

Please grant any required extensions of time and charge any fees due in connection 
with this request to dq>osh account no* 08-2025. 



Cnnclmion 



Respcct&ily submincd. 





Timothy B.Kang 
Registration No.: 46,423 



MANNAVA & KANG, P.C. 
11240 Waples Mill Road 
Suite 300 

Fairfax, VA 22030 
(703) 652-^3817 
(703)865-5150 (fecsimile) 



32 



PAGE 37/37 ' RCVD AT 4/30/2008 12:20:41 PM [Eastern Daylight Tim^^ 



